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REMARKS 

Claims 8-14, 26-30, and 33-39 are pending in this application, all of which stand 
rejected as a result of the December 22, 2004 Office Action. In particular, all claims have 
been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eichstaedt (U.S. Patent 
No 6 662,230) in view of Pogue (U.S. Patent No. 6,1 12,240), and in further view of Huston 
(U.S. Publication No. 2002/0007402). Applicant respectfully disagrees with the grounds for 

rejection as summarized below. 

The section 103(a) rejection set forth in the December 22, 2004 Office Actton appears 
,o be identical to the section 103(a) rejection set forth in the May 6, 2004 Office Action. 
Applicant responded to those grounds for rejection in the paper filed on My 30, 2004 < the 
Prior Response"), and need no, repeat those arguments verbatim here. However, mere , one 
point that applicant raised in the Prior Response, and on which applicant wishes to focus the 
Examiner's attention now: Eichstaedt teaches away from independent claims because „ 
contravenes the teachings of Eichstaedt to provide information to a selected user - e.g., to 
provide a web page (claims 8 and 33), or to provide a customized version of a web page 
(claim 26) When Eichstaedt selects a user, the user is being identified as a poss.ble robot to 
whom all further access to the web site will be denied. By contrast, the present invention 
selects users who are to receive web pages based on certain stored data. 

in particular, claims 8 and 33 each call for "copying data from each of the selected 
user's . . computing devices" and "providing a web page to each of the selected group of 
users based on the copied data". Additionally, claim 26 calls for a "firs, computing devtce 
tha, provides "a customized version of [a] web page to each of [a plurality of] second 
computing devices based on customization information" and "a throttle module which selects 
certain ones of said second computing devices for storage of their respective customization 
information." As to each of these claims, the Examiner has read the feature of "selecting 
certain users or devices onto Eichstaedt's feature of identifying certain clients as robots. The 
Examiner then applies Pogue and Huston in various combinations to show the features of 
providing web pages to the selected users or devices. 

Applicant has argued, in the Prior Response, tha. Eichstaedt does no. provide web 
pages ,o seleced users or devices because Eichstaedt regards these selected users or devtces 
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as robots to whom no information will be provided. Applicant acknowledges that the 
Examiner has not relied on Eichstaedt as teaching the feature of providing web pages to the 
selected user, However, applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has overlooked the 
fact that Eichstaedfs teachings are so incompatible with providing web pages to the selected 
users that the proposed combination of references is unsupportable. The obviousness 
rejection would only be supportable if one of ordinary skill in the art would read Eichstaedt s 
teaching of denying web access ,0 selected users, and would then be motivated to modify that 
teaching to thenprovW* those selected users with web pages. This line of reasonmg, 
however, is unjustified. Teaching the ac, of denying access to information does no. motivate 

one to provide information. 

In short, applicant respectfully submits that the prior art applied by the Exammer 
would not render the claims obvious because Eichstaedfs teaching of denying all information 
to robots would lead one of ordinary skill in the art away from the above-quoted language 

from claims 8, 26, and 33. 

The Examiner appears to fault applicant's prior response under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.1 Kb), 
(c) on the ground tha, the response allegedly does no. "pointf] out how the language of the 
els patentable distinguishes mem from the references." Applicant respectful.y subrnt, tha, 
me Prior Response, and me positions expressed .herein, constitute a full and bona fide reply 
under Rule. 1 .1 1 1 , and that the Examiner has overlooked the nature of the argument ratsed. 

First as to Rule 1.11 1(0, mis subsection applies only when the claims have been 
amended in response to a rejection, and is inapplicable here. In the Prior Response apphcan. 
amended claim 14 .o correct a typographical error wimou. changing the scope of .he clam,, 
Additionally, applicant added claims 33-39 and noted in .ha. paper mat new claims 33-39 are 
computer-readable medium claims with limitations substantially similar to mose contamed ,n 
method claims 8-14. Having explained the patentability of claims 8-,4, and having connected 
claims 33-39 with claims 8-14 in mis way, applicant's position as to me paten.ab,h.y of 
claims 33-39 should be clear. Additionally, on page 5 of the December 22, 2004 Office 
Action, the Examiner appears .o acknowledge .his correspondence' between claims 33-39 and 
8-14, so i. is unclear what additional arguments tire Examiner seeks. In vrew of these 
observations, it is unclear why the Examiner has raised Rule 1.11 1(c). 
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As to Rule 1 1 11(b), the Examiner suggests that applicant has not met the 
foments of that rule, and apparent* refers to the portion of Ru.e 1.11 1(b) that states: 
•The reply must present arguments pointing ou, the specific distinctions believed to render 
the claims, inducing any newly presented claims, patentable over any applied references. 
Applicant has pointed ou. the distinction between the claims and the applied references. 
Simply stated, the applied references, taken together, do uo, teach or suggest that a selected 
user is provided with a web page (as in Cairns 8 and 33), much less a custom^ versron of a 
web page (as in Cairn 26), because Eichstaed. teaches away from this feature Thts (as we,, as 
the ofter distinctions raised in the Prior Response), point ou, the specific disunions that 
apphcan. beHeves render the claims patentable over the references. Contrary to the 
Examiner's assertion, these arguments are not a mere "general al.ega.ion tha, the chums 
define a patentable invention." Rather, applicant has pointed to specific language ,n the 

recognized by MPEP 2145(X,(D) as a Ultimate rebuttal to an obvousness rejection, wtth 

lang ua g e from independent claims 8, 23, and 36, and has explained why the apphed 
« teach away from this language, In view of these remarks, apphcan, respectfully 
submits that ftese arguments are no, merely a "genera, allegation" tha, fte clauns are 
;l b b,e, and reoues, ft- ft. Examiner consider in detail fte arguments that apphcan. has 

made ' Additionally, apphcan. notes tha, fte Prior Response explains how features recited in 
Cairns 13, 27, and 28 differ from the prior art, and the Examiner has no. addressed those 

arguments. 

"^plican. has demons.ra.ed above .ha. fte independent claims are patentable over fte 
applied prior art. Additionally, apphcan. has raised various argument concerning c,a,ms 3, 
27 and 28 in fte Prior Response rha, demonstrate fte payability of those clanns and .ha, 
h 17L been addressed by fte Examiner. Wift fte independen, Cairns having been shown to 
l^^^ft.^P^'*^^-^-^^ 
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f ft* dependency Thus, appHcan. submits that mis case is in condition for aliowance, and 
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